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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 07 October 2003 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)M This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) 1^3 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1^3 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) ' are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on 06 November 2001 is/are: a)K accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or.form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



1.D 
3D 



Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application) 

since a specific reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 
37 CFR 1.78. 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 since a specific 

reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1 .78. 



Attachment(s) 

1) Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) D Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) CI Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 



4) [H Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). 

5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 11-03) 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

1. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hawkins, USPN 729,338. 

Hawkins discloses a brush head having a top and bottom surface (Figure 2, seen 
as top and bottom of brush head (8)), the brush having two ends (left and right as 
presented in Figure 1), and two sides (forward most and rearward most of Figure 1), a 
hole located on the top surface (4), the hole being located near the second side of the 
brush head (rearward most edge) approximately halfway between the first end and 
second end (Figure 1), a pole having two ends (5), the first end removably inserted into 
the hole (Page 1 Lines 67-73), a plurality of bristles attached to the bottom surface of 
the brush (shown in Figures 1 and 2), and a rubber blade (7; Page 1 Line 75) attached 
lengthwise to the top surface of the brush head (Figure 1 ) near the first side of the brush 
head (the forward most portion, Figure 1 ). Hawkins does not disclose that the brush 
head is being approximately eight inches in length or three to five inches in width. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have the 
brush head be eight inches in length, approximately three to five inches in width, the 
pole to be three to four feet long, and the bristles be approximately three to four inches 
because Applicant has not disclosed that providing these specific dimensions provides 
an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of 
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ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to 
perform equally well with the dimensions shown by Hawkins or the claimed specific 
dimensions because both of the dimensions perform the same function of cleaning or 
squeegeeing a surface. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hawkins, 
USPN 729,338 in view of Lambert, USPN 5,987,685. 

Hawkins discloses a brush head having a top and bottom surface (Figure 2, seen 
as top and bottom of brush head (8)), the brush having two ends (left and right as 
presented in Figure 1), and two sides (forward most and rearward most of Figure 1), a 
hole located on the. top surface (4), the hole being located near the second side of the 
brush head (rearward most edge) approximately halfway between the first end and 
second end (Figure 1), a pole having two ends (5), the first end removably inserted into 
the hole (Page 1 Lines 67-73), a plurality of bristles attached to the bottom surface of 
the brush (shown in Figures 1 and 2), and a rubber blade (7; Page 1 Line 75) attached 
lengthwise to the top surface of the brush head (Figure 1 ) near the first side of the brush 
head (the forward most portion, Figure 1 ). Hawkins does not disclose that the brush 
head is being approximately eight inches in length or three to five inches in width. 

Lambert discloses a cleaning tool that has a scrubbing portion (Figure 1 (24)), a 
rubber blade (Figure 1 (1 9)), and an elongated pole (Figure 1 (11)) for cleaning the 
windshields of cars (Column 5 Lines 52-60), wherein the scrubbing portion head is 
greater than about 6 inches to permit cleaning an adequate amount of windshield in a 
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single pass (Column 4 Lines 40-46), which is approximately eight inches, and as it 
appears in Figures 1-2 that the head is approximately 3 to 5 inches in width. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
dimensions taught by Lambert for the cleaning head of Hawkins so that the brush head 
has an efficient size for cleaning windshields of cars. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hawkins, 
USPN 729,338 in view of Lambert, USPN 5,987,685, and in further view of Zimmerman, 
USPN 4,375,1 15. 

Hawkins and Lambert disclose all elements above however do not disclose that 
the length of the handle is approximately three to four feet long. 

Zimmerman discloses a cleaning and polishing implement to clean an exhaust 
stack of a truck that has a handle that is approximately four feet long (Column 2 Lines 
16-20). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to use a handle as 
taught by Zimmerman so that a user cleaning a vehicle will have enough extension to 
reach portions of even a large vehicle such as a truck. 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hawkins, 
USPN 729,338 in view of Lambert, USPN 5,987,685, and in further view of Peck et al., 
USPN 2,722,705. 

Hawkins and Lambert disclose all elements above however do not disclose that 
the length of the bristles is approximately three to four inches. 

Peck et al. disclose a brush wherein the bristles are 3 1/8 inch. 
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It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
bristles to a length of approximately three to four inches as taught by Peck et al. for 
effective cleaning. 

5. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gasper, 
USPN 2,335,503 in view of Lambert, USPN 5,987,685. 

Gasper discloses a brush head having a top and bottom surface (Figure 2, seen 
as top and bottom of brush head), the brush having two ends (top and bottom as 
presented in Figure 1), and two sides (left and right as presented in Figure 1), a hole 
located on the top surface (22), the hole being located near the second side of the 
brush head (Figures 1 and 2) approximately halfway between the first end and second 
end (Figure 1 ), a pole having two ends (23), the first end removably inserted into the 
hole (winged nut (24) retains the handle (23)), a plurality of bristles attached to the 
bottom surface of the brush (shown in Figure 2), and a rubber blade (12; Column 2 
Lines 5-6) attached lengthwise to the top surface of the brush head (Figure 1) near the 
first side of the brush head (left portion, Figure 1 ). Gasper does not disclose that the 
brush head is being approximately eight inches in length or three to five inches in width. 

Lambert discloses a cleaning tool that has a scrubbing portion (Figure 1 (24)), a 
rubber blade (Figure 1 (19)), and an elongated pole (Figure 1 (11)) for cleaning the 
windshields of cars (Column 5 Lines 52-60), wherein the scrubbing portion head is 
greater than about 6 inches to permit cleaning an adequate amount of windshield in a 
single pass (Column 4 Lines 40-46), which is approximately eight inches, and as it 
appears in Figures 1-2 that the head is approximately 3 to 5 inches in width. 
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It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
dimensions taught by Lambert for the cleaning head of Gasper so that the brush head 
has an efficient size for cleaning windshields of cars. 

6. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gasper, 
USPN 2,335,503 in view of Lambert, USPN 5,987,685, and in further view of 
Zimmerman, USPN 4,375,1 15. 

Gasper and Lambert disclose all elements above however do not disclose that 
the length of the handle is approximately three to four feet long. 

Zimmerman discloses a cleaning and polishing implement to clean an exhaust 
stack of a truck that has a handle that is approximately four feet long (Column 2 Lines 
16-20). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to use a handle as 
taught by Zimmerman so that a user cleaning a vehicle will have enough extension to 
reach portions of even a large vehicle such as a truck. 

7. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gasper, 
USPN 2,335,503 in view of Lambert, USPN 5,987,685, and in further view of Peck et 
al., USPN 2,722,705. 

Gasper and Lambert disclose all elements above however do not disclose that 
the length of the bristles is approximately three to four inches. 

Peck et al. disclose a brush wherein the bristles are 3 1/8 inch. 
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It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
bristles to a length of approximately three to four inches as taught by Peck et al. for 
effective cleaning. 

Applicants Arguments 

8. In the response filed 07 October 2003, Paper No. 4, the Applicant contends that: 

A. Lewis, Jr. does not disclose that the plurality of bristles is attached to the 
bottom surface of the brush head. 

B. Balch does not have a rubber blade attached to the top surface, rather the 
bottom surface. 

C. There is nothing disclosed in the Van Nierkerk reference that discloses 
specifically where the blade is located and the Figures suggest that the placement of 
the rubber blade is on the bottom surface. 

D. In Marriot, the rubber blade is not attached to the top surface, but a side 
surface and the Van Nierkerk reference does not overcome this limitation as there is 
nothing in Van Nierkerk to clarify specifically where the blade is located. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments A-D, see Paper No. 4, filed 07 October 2003, with respect 
to the rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-3 under Lewis, Jr., Balch, Van Nierkerk, and Marriot have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
Hawkins and Gasper. 

Conclusion 
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10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

USPN 647,225 to Graham discloses a broom and scraper wherein the scraper is 
not rubber. The broom has a top, bottom, two ends, and two sides, the blade held 
along a first side, the removable handle more towards a second side, wherein the 
handle is approximately in between the two ends, and there are two holes on the top 
surface. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laura C Cole whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
7279. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 7am - 4:30pm, 
alternating Fridays. After December 17 th , the Examiner's office will be located at the 
new USPTO site in Alexandria, Virginia. After this projected date, you may reach 
Examiner Laura Cole by phone at 571-272-1272 or by fax at 571-273-1272. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Warden can be reached on (703) 308-2920 (or after December 17 th 
may be reached at 571-272-1281 ). The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 



0661. 





primary Examiner 



